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An attempt was made to traxn nine severely mentally
n to be more effective communicators within a

referential communication paradigm. The researchers sought, too, to’
examine the importance of three skills involved in formulating an
effective message: coping/with referents similar to the nonreferents,
compar1sonvsk111s, and ab111ty to transmit a message. The

" investigation used a store game ‘task and was divided into five
phases, including a familiarization task phase, two training phases,
and a near generalization phase.. Modeling and feedback were used in
all training condltlons“'lnteractzons betveen dyads were videotaped.
Analysxs of commun:cat:on frequency and accuracy data revealed that
Ss - rece1v1ng both comparxson ‘and message formulation tra1n1ng had the
largest gains in communication accuracy followxng training and also
demonstrated 1mpre551ve/1ncreases in commun:catlon frequency.

Performance of Ss receivin

only compar1son training did not improve

as much as the comparison and mess age tra1n1ng Ss.- Results suggest

that Ss learned transferable commun:cat1om behaviors.
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Introouction _ ‘ Coe
The failure to develop adequate coﬁﬁunicationvskille haéu
been identified as a behavioral charaeteristic of mentally
-retarded indiviéualsv(Grossman, 1975). They frequently have
* difficulty transmittiéé‘a meésage about an obﬂect or event
(Longhorst, 1972y. This difficulty has been indicated by a
higher than normal incidence of communication disorders in the
mentally retarded population (Keane, l§7§). However, the spe-

-

cific nature of these deficits has not been adequately investi-

&

gated. .
The objective of this study :s to identify the'specific

‘nature of the defidiencies in the commuhication skills of the

severely retarded and determine whether these can«he-improﬁed

N\
by teaching them conponents of the communlcatlon event. Before

addressing this objective dlrectly, several general issues con-
.cerning-language and communication in nonretarded 1nd1v1&uals
will be discussed. To begin,.thevsignificanoé of communicative
oompetence, relative to ite relationship to language acquisition
ih}general, will be discuseed' This will be.follOWed by'a.
 discussion or a paradigm referentlal communlcatlon) that has
proven to be useful 1h the study of communlcatlon skills. A
description of ‘the various theoretlcal models adopted to explaln
this type of commun1cat10n‘w1ll then be prov1ded . The compon-
ents ‘of the referentlal communloatlon event that relate to~the

role of the speaker will then be outaned and the laboratory

’ - ' - ; ’ . o ?
research concerning  -these components reviewed. The labcratory
(R4 . . .




studies will’ then be compared to research conducted in natural’

settlngs and the factors which lead these two approaches to

different conclu51ons concernlng the development of communlcatlve

competence l be discussed. In the last sectlon of this review,

research relevant to language development and communlcatlve com=-
petence, as they relate to the mentally retarded, will be\dlscus-
sed. This will includeé a descrlptlon of various tralnlng tech-
nlques that have been found to be effectlve with the severely |

" retarded. Finally, the specific questlons concerning the comr
.ponents of referentlal communication and. tralnlng these- compon-

" ents with the severely mentally retarded will be presented .

Thé 1s=ues to be studled 1nclude determlnlng the compcnents of

'referentlal commﬁhlcatlon that are necessary for effective

communlcatlon and traxning/severelv retarded chlldren to be mo;e
effective conmunlcators by teachlng them to perform the cr1t1cal
components of th: communlcatron event.

A Model of Language Development

The acqu1slt*on of communicative competence does not occur

1n 1solatlon of other abllltles. Therefore, an adequate under- -

standlng of communlcatlve competence necessitates a gemeral

[}

dlscu5510n of language development, The model of language devel-

4 bt

opment adqpted for this dlscusslon was proposed by Bloom ‘and P
}Lahey (1978). They defined language acqulsltlon as the devel—‘

opment and 1ntegratlon'of three language dimensions: content,; | T
form, and use. . , ' ‘ o , fv U

B ” Language content refers to the underlyingumeaningvof the

. : .
N .




message. It represents the general categorization of particular

language topics. .A topic is a specific idea encoded in a par-
: B

[

ticular message. This may be a reference to a particular object

'(a spoon), a particular action (eating), or a particular rela-

tion (possession, Johnny's plate). Language content is the broad
: | : o
categorization of topics as objects (spoon, hat, shoe), actions
&

(eating, 51tt1ng, throwing), or relations (Johnny's plate, cake

-

gone, big boy). Therefore, Johnny s plate may be the top;c of

A ]

a message but the content of that message refers to the concept

categorv of possession relation. The content dimension provides
-

—

a parsimonious explanation of the similarities in language

~acquisition among children with diéfe}ing ianéuage exoeqiencés.
While children may differ in the topics they talk about,(they )
learn to talk aboyt obiegts, actions, and relaPLcns between

objects and events in a similar manner (Bioom & Lahey, 1978).‘/

Language- form consists of a repertoire of linguistic units

3

and a system of rules for their combination. It may be described

in terms of, phonoIOgy (individual sound unlts),.morphology {hasic

-~

_Vults of meaning including words and 1nfle tions), or syntax-
q

.

(the, rules for combining the units of meanlng), The ‘interaction

between form and~content involves the potentlal xepresentatlon

of a content category by a varlety of vords or syntactlc rela-

" tions between words (Bloom & Lahey, 19!8). : o
Language use refers to the  selection of various behaviors

based on social and,cognitige variables. This selection takes

lnto account the goals of the speaker. and the, “context of the
-0 »




language event. The particular language form used will depend
on what the speaker knows about the listener's background, on the
presence or absence of the object, event, or relation referred

to, and on whether‘the message(arlglnates with the’ speaker or is,

¢

a response by a listener (Bloom & Lahey, 1978).
Language acqulsltlon requlres‘both interdimensional and

1ntrad1menslonal ,Changes. I ~anguage content~progresses from an

. 4

‘understanding of an object S existence- to the understandlng of

complex relatlons between Objects, actlons, and events. Language

>

form progresses from simple jabberlng, through one- and - two-word
’ -

utterances, to muitlword utterances. Language use begins with

-

51mple functlona such as reference to an object or request for

"

an object and progresses to the encodlng of complex messages
about abstract 1deas. However, language development alsp in-
’ volvesstne lntegratlon of hese dlmen51ons. The level of

> .

integration determlnesJan 1nd1v1dua1 'S knowledge of language. »

-

In this sense, one's knowledge of language mlght actually be
portrayed as a mental scheme or organlzatlon. The more sophis-
tlcated the mental scheme; the greater one's knowledge of

language (Bloom & Lahey, l978).

lhe Bloom and Lahey ( 978) threa dlmenslonal model of lang- :

‘uage development 1s relevant to thls 1nvest1gatlon beca se it .

%pment

provides a general theoretlcal framework for’the deve

of conmunlcatlon skills, a component of language use (Flavell ‘%
1977)._ The framework ‘suggests that—communlcatlve competence

is not an 1solated ablllty. It develqps 1n lnteractlon with




linguistic competence (content and form).

[

Tha Referent@al'éommunioation Paradigm
One form of languagé use is reference. Referénce is one of
the eariiest developing and simplest functions of language,
It progresses from simply pointing to or showing an object
to describing complex and abstract ideas. Assuming
that refprential communications are a manifestation of a speah;.

R ) : A
“er's communicative competence, many investigators have focused

-t

on referential communication skills to assess communicative

abilities (Glucksberg, Krauss, &.Higgins, 1975).

v
-

‘ Referent1al communication refers to-the ablllty of an 1nd1--

1.

v1dual to formulate a message about an object or event and to

\

transmlt that messade to a llstener who is expected to respond

approprlately. In the most common format for this paradigm, \

i

a aker describes an abstract design'to*a listener. The lis-

TR
tener is positioned behind a screen, out’ of view of the speaker

' |
Both members of this dyad are presented with an 1dent1cal stlmL

»  ulus array. The,speaker is then directed to describe one of the

stimuli, the referent, to the listener. The listener receives
+ " the speaker's message and must select the referent from the

‘ . ’ P ' ’ ;
stimulus array (Glucksberg et al., 1975) ' - ] )

<A number of authors _have proposed models of\the referentlal
communication event. Three of these models are vbry general

Rosenberg and Cohen (1966) proposed a two-stage model of the
speaker's activities in formulat;ng the message to be transmit- hy'

o . . v/w \\ } o L
ted. 1In the first stage, the.speakerrsampfes his repertoire: of

=




‘names or descriptd¥s for the referent’ Bach descriptor may pro- °
vide a more or less adequate cue for the listener tovidentify
the referent. In the second stage, the spegker compares .the
destriptor selected to both the referent and nonreferent to .
determine if it wWill adequately represent the referent. The:
speaker must decide whether the descrlptor selected has more..l
‘descriptive strength for the rererent than the nonreferent.
Determining the critical features that differentiate the refer- [
‘ent and nonreferent is ‘an important part of this comparlson
process., .f S ‘ .o . e
Glucksberg andCOhen(l968) proposed an addltlon to ‘the
Rosenberg-Cohen model. They suggested that’the speaker calls

/

to and holds in a memory buffer. all possible descrlptors for
. '-

the referent whlle evaluatlng them for their descrlptlve

strength. Durlng this evaluation ‘process the speaker&may

. ®

merely select a descrlptor at random and. transmlt it to a llS-'
tener or use a more ratlonal approach, such as 1nspect1ng the -
alternatives sequentlally and makrng a dec1slon about the

.strength of each descrlptor. When the speaker feels-that the |

strongest descriptor has ‘been 1dent1f1ed, the message is . /)2’
! _ L -
A second general model was suggested by Flavell and hlS

A

associates (Flavell, Botkln, Fry, erght, & Jarmis, 1975). -

transmltted

They proposed that.the speaker begins by formulatlng a message ?g
?based on prev1ous knowledg .1 the current perspectlve of the

refergnt. vThevspeaker evaluates the” message in regard to how




Al " [
¢

it differentiates the referent from nonreferents and other
potential massages. Concurrently, the apeaker evaluates the
tentative message and alternative messages with assumptiona about
the listener' sbackgroundand the informatlcn about the refarent
readily available to the, lxstener. When this analysis is com-
plete, the speaker transmits the message about the referent,
This model is mere general than the Rosenberg-Cohen model and
‘it emphasizes the analysis of the listener's perspective. 1In
all other respects these two models are synonomousﬂ
Recently, a third general model which empha51zes the overt '

-aspects of the.referentlal communication event, was proposed by
Muma (1975, 1978). Muma (1978) characterized the communication
Ievent as a gane of"dumping"and"playiné:' DumpingArefers to'the
‘speaker s pro uction of a message that best fits the listener

~and 51tuatlon“ The nroductlon is based on: (a) a knowledge

of descrlptors for the- referent, (b) the 1dent1f1cat10n of the
features of the referent that differentiate it from the non-
referent, and (c) understand;ng the listener's need for infor-
‘mation. Playing involves the decoding of the message. The -
listener may decode the message or, when the message is insuf;

2
Py 4 . . -

ficient, decode it with the aid of the‘speaker. C
‘ .

A number of authors. have attempted to more specifically

#

analyze the referentlal communlcatlon event by dellneatlng

3

'component skllls. ﬁlavell (1977), for example, identified four f

-

abllltles that can be con51dered 1mportant components of the ‘:in ) -

referential communlcatlon.event:\ (a) sensitivity to the features . N




y

{

\

.

of the referent that differentiate it from other objeeta (non=
referaents) that may be percelved by the listener, (b) sensitivity

to the information needed by the listener and the communicative

“situation, (c) abiligy to benefit from feedback from the listener

concerning the adequacy of the meséaga, aﬁd (d) the ,listener's

ability to detect message inadequacies or ambiguities and to

°

request the speaker to clarify the message. “
Longhurst (1972) delineated five components of the refer-

ential conunication event. He proposed that: (a) the\;peaker

must be able to produce.a form of language that is intelligible

.sto the listener, (b) the speaker's lekicon must contain vbrds

5,

-

that will ifferentiate between thejattributes of ghg referent

and nonreferents, (c) the speaker‘must analyze the referen \in

5

its field oﬁ\nonreferent; and dﬁcide which-attributes disti?ggish
_ _ \ )

/ it from all ?xisting nonreferen&s, (d) the speaker must be sure

'

\ 5 ' a
that his m ssbge fits the listener's needs by being compatib;e
", | . ’ i “
with his knowﬁgdge and capabili%ies, and (e) the listener must

be sensitive tq the language form utilized by the speaker and

i
!
| rd !

must be able‘to\decode the message.

The mosi'de£a{ied énalysisfof the feférential"communitatién
event is that,of‘glucksbefg eﬁ gl. (l§75y. jThey'pfépoéed an |
eight componen; model. The:firét fivé cbmpOnenté fefer to .

decisions and actions of the speaker. First, the speaker must '

R .8 . « .
determine which of,é e nonreferents, if any, may be confused

= with the referent. econd, the speaker must decide, by compar-

7

ing the referent with\potentially confhéing nonreferents, which

. . N . )
N " ! . . 15y P i
\ 1 i T g A R e M e R e

»’




9

attributaeg of the vefovontraroe quitiqal to differentiating it
from the nonémﬁev;nna.»-Third, the apeaker muat formulate &
mesaaga that will aid'the liatenar in diﬁﬂerantiatinq the refarw
ant ﬁrnm nonrefaranbs. Fourth, the speaker muat evaluate the

- adequacy of the message befora it is tranamittad to the liatener,
This evaluati®n is based on what the spaakeg believes to ba!tha

information needed by the listener, Fifth, when the speaker

"

decides that the message is adequate, the meesage‘must be. *

transmitted to the listener. "

S

The three remaining‘compdnents reﬁer to.decqeiona and actions
of“the listener and a possible clarification by,?he speaker.,

The 'sixth component is tﬁat thteistener mustvdeéide~whether
: / ' I v 0
there is enough information to perform the response required by

the message or if clarification of the message is needed. ' The
seventh ccmponent is that the listenet must’assume the role of )

speaker by providing feedback that a respoase'to the -message
is nbt;possible, if the message was not adequate:. The eighth
ra v '

component is that thé\original speaﬁ%f based on feedback from

the orlglnal llstener, .either modifles the orlglnal meséage or
\

provides the llstener w1th a new essage. !

)
- N

There are a npmber o 51mblar1t1es_betweeq°the qdﬁponent‘
analyses by Flavell (lb]7y}aLenéhurst (1972), andlg}uEksberq et

air_(l97§3.' They;eaéh propqegd the necessity for thé ‘speaker 4
to analyze the referent:in bbntrast to nonrefefents.» They'sug-

LR Y -

gested that the speaker must understand the 1nformatx0naL needs

of the llstener and adapt the message accordlngly.. In essence,
4 ' A S

R

N



10

8 , :
‘ . 4 ‘ . ! ‘ 0 3 ‘
the  speaker must consider the perspective and capabilities of
: Lo

’

the listener. L They also assumed that the speaker will transmit s

the message using commeh language structures so the message -
will be uncerstood by the listener and alter hie/her behavior
'approprietely. Finaily, they propcsed‘that the listener must be
able to decode the speaker'slmessage. " |
‘Althougﬂ these attempts boldeiineate the components of the
~re§efentialICOmmunication event share common‘eiements, the anal-
YSis by Glucksberg et al. (1975) is the most comprehensive,
Therefore, it wiil be used as the_%ramewcrk‘to discues the,

research activities within the referent1al communicagion paradigm.

. Referentlal Communlcatlon Research

" with Nonretarded Individuals P

Investlgators u51ng the referential commpnrcatlcn paradlgm
have attewpted to assess the‘ef“ects of one or more of the
components 1dent1f1ed by Gluchsberg et al. (1975). However,
understanding the referéntlal communlcatlon process and the
components 1nvolved in that process ‘requires inferences across

~‘stcdies. There ore, this secticn will be devcted to a review
of the majorlty of” the research endeavors related to the role
of the speaker, usmng the components dellneated by Glucksherg

.

et al, (1975) as an.organlzatlonal scheme.
Two approaches have been‘used to study«referentlal commun-
icatlcq, each focusing on one or more of the’components,of the
- Areferentiai coﬁﬁﬁnicatioh-event. One’approech has been to exper¥

imentally isolate the“cempbnents of the referential COmmUnication

’

e =




~

‘/' . . '

by manipulating task variables (dircct invcstigetion). The

-~

" “Sesond approach, which is somewhat more indirect, has been tQ

train the part1c1pants on components that are preaumed t& be a
part of the referential communication event. LR apecific QQmA
ponent training 1mproves a chlld's'communicativa affectivenass,
an Inference can be made that the skill trained Was vecessary
for accurate communication, assuming the child 1nitlal%& laaked
that skill (Asher & ngfleld 1981) . Both of thesge approacnes_

Will/be addressed in the following rev1ew, where dppropriate. .

?he Referent

A number o¥ investigatcrs have been concerhed with the
effects of characteristics of the referentbon referential come '
muniication. Krauss and Weinhéimer'(l967), for sxeﬁﬁlﬁh hypothe~.
sized that the codability.of a referent depehds; ih part, oy its B
similaricy to the nonref ferent., They asked 30 adults to descxibe”
color chips tha® were embedded in either a similef or a dissim~
ilar set of chips. The participant's descriptions weare elicited”
in a monologue or a dialoéue condition., 1In the monologue con~
dition, participants were asked to formulate a massage about
‘the set and tape record it so that an individual cauld listen
to the message at a future time and accurately plaae the color
chips, referred to in the messaééz in their original order.

In the dialogue copdition, pairs of participants, Qho were vis-
ually separated, Were given identical sets of coloy chips that
varied in sequence of presentation. Their task-was to describ?

”

and match the color seéuence. Participants_in both conditions




12

, ¢ | ‘ !
were presented with.six similar and six dissimilar sets of color f
.« . L. . .‘\ " - *
chips. Neo Hime limits were set in either condition. There were
: /

no restrictions on-the content of the interaction in the dia-
logue condition.

Referents had greater codablllty when they were members of
d1551m11ar sets than when they were members of 51m11ar sets.
Howe;erj\é significant referent set by oondltlon interaction was~
reported,:suggesting that an ind}?idual's ability to?®formulate
a message abqut“a referent set, whether similar or‘dissimilarr __////>

may. be related to feedback prov;ded by the llstener. Therefore," .

although this 1nvest1gatlon sgggested that codablllty was related

to the unigueness of the, referedt, & clear conclusion. conldﬂnof/’
L ——
be offered. However, it can be suggested that the “Teférentidl .. ...

communication event does not occur as a sequence of dlsqrete

. ‘ - : '
components, but involves‘several comn onchts (i.e., comgarlng l_o
the referent to pos51b1e nonreferents, transmitting the message .
to a listener, and receiving feedback regardlng the, accuracy of \

o ‘ NG L

the message). o _ : C o

. Longhurst and Turnurer(197l) were also interested in how
the characteristics of the referent affected communlcatlve effec- o
tlvenesiw1thrnthe referentlal communication- paradlgm.‘ hey
asked two groups of preschoolers, aged 2% to 3% years and;4 to
5 years; to perform a match-to—sample task using stimnll commonly.
employed in previous referential communicatfon research (Krauss
' & Glucksberg, 1969). The chiidren werebshown an ahstract»draw- .

7

~ing for S‘Seconds and then asked to find-a. similar drawing from

.




| ) am ~

.a set of six abstract drawings. While performance of the’ "\
older chlldren was 51gn1f1cantly better.than that of the "younger
chlldren, only 3 of 28 chlldren performed the ‘task without errors.
Longhurst and Turnure (1971) concluded that the nature .of /
the stlmull (i.e., abstract or concrete) and the visual discrim=-
lnatlon skllls of the chlldren affected communlcatlve effectlve-
ness., They suggested that these possfble confoundlng varlables /
be controlled by training the children to reliably discriminate
the stimuli to be used in the communication task. o |

Dicksonﬁ(l979) repcrted findings that supported the con- ' |

I} : ) °

clusions of Longhurst and Turnure (1971) . 'Using a standard /

referentlal communication task, he varied the type of referent ’
mtmpresented., The referents. ranged_;n_difflculty_from nampahle /

e

pictures to abstract flgures. Chlldren as young as 4% years T |
old communlcated effectlvely when plctures of common objects, o ~

' However, they per-

people,’ and ‘animals were used as referents.‘

formed poorly when abstract designs were used.
In general, studles on the effects of the characterlstlcs

of the referent indicated that it is more dlfflcult to formulate
h . — -
messagés when the nonreferents are similam to the jgeferent and
- - N i
-whén the referent is not-easily labeled OF unfamiliar to the
-\ ) ] N '

speaker. This would imply that in the s udy of young children.“
or the mentally retarded, caution should]be exercised in select- -
ing a referent set. If referent_com?le#ity is not controlled,

- -

communicative competence may be confue?d with one's ability t

‘identify or label an object.
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Comparison Skills

Direct investigations. A number of investigators have

postulated that in formulating an effective message, a speaker ' -

must compare the referent to possible nonreferents in order to

decide which attributes of the referent are critical in differ-

.entiating it from nonreferents (Glucksberg et al., 1975).

Whitehurst and Merkur (1977) hypothesized that a child's inabil-
ity or railure to compare the referent and nonreferent was the
source of poor communicative perform;ncef They tested 12 boys'
andll2 girls from each of three grades:‘ kindergarten, segond,
and fourth.. The children participated in:a two person communi=
cation game. The damehinvolved describing a triangle from a

~—

set. of two or three triangleséthat'were constructed by combin-’

‘erent and thelr fallure to determine the fritical dlfferences

that children through the age of 6 or 7 were unable to compare

-

ing three attrlbutes- color, 51ze,‘and ‘pattern.
The jounger children most often Droduced uninformative

messages. Whltehurst -and Merkur (1977) concluded ‘that this was

the result of. thelr fallure to compare the referent and nonref—
between the referent and nonreferent. They further concluded

two or more-stimuli and isolate attributes unique to one of the ;
. - _ | - o

‘stimuli. ' ' | | y

- ' <
whitehurst and Sonnenschein . (1978) were dissatisfied with

the conclusion that young children were unable to compare the’ \\

neferent to nonreferents. .They hypothesized that young chil- \\”Q

dren might be capable of/ comparing and contrasting the referent ‘\*




' with nonreferents if discriminations involved only a s&ngle
%ttrrbute that remained constant over trials. To test\this
hypothesis they used the two-person communication game with a

f group og 5-year-olds. | |
| They required the children to describe one of a pair of
triangles. As in the previous study, the~triangles differed in
color, size, ard pattern. Following a vocabulary. pretest, the
children.yerelrandomly assignedpto either a'simple°or complex‘
condition: In the simple‘condition, the'pairs of triangles
could always be distinguished/on the basis of ‘the same attri-

bute. Inthe complex condition, the attribute or attributes

that dlfferentlated the trlangles in a given pair were varled

————~~frem trtalwto~trtal.

Almost all of the messages formulated by the chlldren in
the'51mp1e condltlon Were 1nformat1ve.‘ Assuging that the 51mple
condltlon requlred a comparlson of the relevant attrlbute of the

: referent to the nonreferent, it-can be concluded contrary to

previcus findings (Whitehurst & Merkur, 1977), that young chil-

dren are indeed”capable of_maklng these types of co@parisons.‘ﬁ
Whitehurst and Sonnenschein suggestedlthat young children have-

~difficulty dlscrlmlnatlng two or. more/relevant attrlbutes.

"herefore, it can be concluded that a Chlld s ablllty to refer-

4 . . '
relevant comparisons to dlfferentlate +he referent from the non-

referent in a way that allows the formulatlon of a clear message

-

Component tralnlng studles. Several 1nvest1gators haVe

entially communlcate 1s,affected by the ablllty to make all the_.

e
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improved the communicative effectiveness of young children by

- training them to compare the referent to nonreferents. Fry (1966)

“I’n

.attempted to train lZ-year-old to be more effective communlcators.

l
A referential- communlcatlon task was used in which a speaker de-

scrlbed one_of a set of designs to a llstener. Training invol=-
\ o’ )
ved the listener confronting the speaker with the inadequacy of

-

the message and how 1t mlght be lmproved ‘An analysis of Fryls
pro edures 1nd1cated that the students were actually taught to
compare the referent to nonreferents and to formulate adequate

messages. Follow1ng training, communlcatlon efflclency improved

on tasks similar to the tralnlng ‘task. These communlcatlon

,1mprovements did not transfer to related tasks that requlred”;#

deslgn and to explaln the rules of a new game to a llstener.'
/

| Asher and ngfleld (1981) used modellng, practlce, and -

'fee back concernlng the adequacy of the message to train thlrd-

ﬂand fourth- grade chlldren to formulate me ssagee that 1ncluded

.descr;bed the referent in a word-palr task more accurately .

- /

the features of the referent that dlfferentlated 1t from the'

nonreferent. Chlldren taught to engage in comparlson actlvltles &&ffl

! 2

than a group of chlldr n who had onl& been requlred to practlce

, -

that task. Consequently, the chlldren taught to compare‘the

-

, *F L. . a('\-. . . .
referent and nonreferent™vere more effective communicators.

These gains wereﬁmaintained after a one month interval.

Although Asher and ngfleld (1981) achleved the predlcted

outcome, the performance of the comparlson tralnlnq group
‘ ] '

|
g

-v|

o

Land
~ .
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remained relatively poor. These.childfen averaged only 5 out
of 10 possible correct communications. They hypothesizeddthat_

children may not be able to d‘fferentiate good from poor clues.
. Q \.
However, they found that chrldren exposed to comparison tralnlng ‘

dlsplayed slgnlflcantly greater message appraisal accuracy than (//'

thldren who just practlced the word—palr referential communi-

v

cation task

If the chlldren dldAnot have dlfflculty determining a good

°'.4 from a poor message, what might have contrlbuted to thelr rela-
tively poor communicative performance? Asher and ngfleld (1981) o
%_‘hypothesized-that the diffioulty might lie in their lack of "
Tlue~-thinking" strategies or in their limited hnowledge of the | |

\

referent and. nonreferent. They again asked children to formu- - .

- late a message about a referent in a word-pair task. The Chll- \x

dren, who had received compar;son tralnlng prlor to this inVes-
9 ”~

tigatiecn, _were randomly asslgned to elther a Comparlson remlhder:

\ T

group or a comparlson remlnder and . strategy tralnlng,group. .- ,
b, N / . .
, Chrldren ln the comparlson reminder and strategy trarnlng group
vae ‘ v J A
 were taught to thlnk of either words assoc1ated with the referent
" %

or examples of the referent: Chlldren rn the-comparrson reminder

group weré'only instructed‘to compare the referent-and nonrefer—'

. ‘

eq;. " ‘The performance of glrls who had received. strategy trarn-‘; :
1ng lmproved slgnlflcantly. However, boys rece1v1ng strategy T

traiming were no more effectlve as Fommunlcators than they had - e
been follow1ng the initial comparm%on tralnlng. Therefore, 4 \ ok
- ’ . P o

. qmly partlal conflrmatlon of the clue-thlnklng hypothesis was '2'.'




attained. Asher and Wigfield (1981) concluded that, aithough.

comparison training was an important factor in improving commun-

icative competence, other Qrs such as limited knowledge'of

the referent and nonreferent lack of effective clue%thinking

strategles may effect comm ication performance.

\‘ s

y S . .
t Comparlson tralnlng wak also ‘an important factor in a series

+

of studies conducted by Whitehurst and Sonnenschein‘(1981); They

~trained children to engage in comparison activities. The train-

ihg task was one previously designed to investigate children's

. / : .
_comparisonvskills (Whitehurst & Sonnenschein, 1978). ‘The task

1nvolved the descrlptlon of one. of a palr of trlanales. Sixty-
E

_four S—year—olds were randomly assigned to four tralnlng groups._

. r . hd

Chlldren in the communlcatlon 1nstructlon/un1nformatlve feedback

v

-~

groﬁp were glven the instruction to descrlbe'a trlangle w1thva

star above 1t so the experlmenter would know whlch trlangle was

gbelng descrlbed. They recerved noncommltal feedback such.as

a head nod, after each tra1n1ng trial.. The communlcation
Y v

1nstructlon/perceptual feedback group:recelved the same communi-

v .

cation lnstructlon but was glven expllclt -feedback concernlng =

1 L]
the accuracy of thelr message and why it was correct or 1ncor-v,b
~’;~£)
rect. The remalnlng groups were prov1ded an addltlonal commun-

ication instraction to tell how' the referent trlangle-dlffered {\

from thé npnréferent trtangle. Thls was palred w1th elther the
. m A
o . ¢ [\ hd . . *

uninformative feedback,or“the perceptual feedback. The chlldren

were dot permitted to reformulate\their initial messages.
E 4

- PO

Chlldren who‘xecelved some type of instruction to formulate

. . L . . e
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a mesSage_abS}t'the referent paired with perceptual feedback

4

about their performance produced the most lnformatlve messages.:

" The communlcatlon lnstructlon/perceptual feedback group general-

1zed the skllls they had 1earned to a task slmllar to the tralnh
ing task in which the trlangles were replaced by common | obJects

but not to a task in’ which the number of comparlsons needed for

- successful communlcatlon was lncreased Whltehurst and

i,

Sonnenscheln (1981) suggested that thé child's faiiure tﬁ compare

features of the referent and. nonreferent would result 1n an un-

informative message. Thls conclusion was similar to that of
. o+
/

Asher and Wigfield (1981) ' . : . )

Studies lnvestlgatlng the comparlson skllls of chlldren

have suggested that a failure to determlne the crltl%al features

!
—Of the rererent in contrast to nonreferents w111 le ﬁ to the’

/
“
r
‘l

for*ulatlon of 1ne**ect1ve nessages. It has been shown that
o

: i
even. young children do make comparlsohs, dependlngﬁ n the task

;-demands HoWever, the condltlons under which a ch ld is: able

I

ﬁb determlne the crltlcal features of a referent and the devel-

/

opment of thls ablllty have not been adequately descrlbed

Role taklng

Direct inve'stigations.o More research haslﬂeen done on the

‘1nt of v1ew than

I
nlcatlon event

sens1t1v1ty of the speaker to the llstener s p
on any: ‘other component of the referentlal co /
This area of investigation- orlglnated with Praget (1926), wholh‘
found that young chlldren communlcated poorly and concluded that

thls was a result of thelr failure to cons1der the 1lstener [




.needs. He attributed this failure to.the‘egocentric nature qgf

the child's thoughts. In esseﬁce, he'contended that children
-fail to consider the p01nt of v1ew of the llstener because they
are notr aware that another-person s perspectlve may dlffer from
thelr own. . . B o | o o .
Flayell et al. (1975) conducted a seriesfof studies to

provide ,support for the Piagetian-hypothesis, They character- /

ized the sensitivity of the'speaker'to the needs:of the .listener

as role-taking abilities. In.the”role-taking.prooess the speaker
acknowledges'that other persons' perspectives exist and realizes

1

that understanding another's perspective is useful, The speaker

"then analyzes the.perspectlve ofﬁthe llstener ‘and uses this

N -

knowledge to formulate a message whlch the llstener will
!

conprehend o ‘ o ' . ' .

rlavell et al TT??SfTreported that both role-taking and.

communlcatlon ablllties improved with age,, with children _younger
- : —_ N
than 9 or 10 unable to° adapt thelr COmmunlcatlons to the. pe;- i} .

spective of the llstener. -They'contended,that thelr'flndlngs

supported‘the Piagetian hypothesis that oognitive egobentrism

was a major determlnant of the inadequacy of young chlldren s

“messages., Flavell et al. concluded that the chlldren s messages'

were lnadequate because the chlldren lTacked- role:taklng abllltles. yﬁg

Th1s def1c1ency was attrlbuted to the chlldren s egocentrlc

thlnklng.v : : _
i . . ’ - L. R
Based on this analyégs, it seems reascnable to.predict a
: . B . g S . . .

significant positive relationship between role-taking ability

4




]

L

o -

—--—were-—asked-

/ ¢

.o N
‘ /

and‘communiéative effectivqness./ Herver,‘#;her than thé
studies’of Flavell_et al. (1975), the emp}%ical snppoft for
thisfprediction is sparse'(Glucksbe;g ét al., 1975). The
studies that have ip;estigatéa this relationship have been
relaﬁively few and of these, Snly_a'Small number have.reported
a significant positiwe correlation. |

" A recent study, representative Qf‘the inveétigation 6f_the
relationship}betwéen rolé-taking ability and communicative
éfféct}ygnéss, wés'cbnaucted by ShantZ'ana Steinlauf (Note 1).

They administered a baﬁtery of tests to 80 children from grades

©  one through fbur. Referential communication was measured

using a checkerboard task in which the speaker placed a toy

animal, from a set of six, on one of six squares on the check-
erboard. - The speaker was then instructed to inform the lis-
. . N " - |

tener, who had identical materials and was seated behind a-

screen, which animal was selected and to indicate where it had
been placed. Communication adequacy was measured by summing -~

the critical attributes, which distinguished the animal loca-

/ .

tion, for each 'speaker for the first four tfials. Role—taking

\

was assessed using a modification of a task used by Piaget.

The children werf presented with a gas station scehe. They "

rtify the picture that cdrrectly'depictéd '
- ) ae ‘ ./ v
the locatibn*pf‘the station,Abumps, and'sigh from another's

4

]

location. éyée degree of role4taﬁing the childrgn‘had deveioped,T 
‘was measuy d using afweightea‘scoring system. The. children-
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'

received three points for a correct choice and no points for

°

a response in which they attributed their View to another.

Intermediate scores were aSSigned for varying degrees of accur-=

'acy; A second role-takingttask was also used In this task

- the children were asked to tell a story about a set of pictures

of a boy who appeared to have climbed a tree to escape a dog.

- This set was then replaced by one in which the dog was absent.

The children. were asked to teli\a story that might be told'by
gomeone who had only seen the second set of pictures. The
degree to which each child includea the fear-of dog motive to

explain the boy's behaVior when telling the story- about the
N\

second set of pictures was used as a measure of:eogcentrism.
«Correlational analyses of the results of these tasks

indicated that role-taking was not ﬁighly_related to communi-

.

cative paerformance. hese,rgsults are very similar to other

studies that reported only limited relationships between role-

B 5l

taking ability and communicative performance (Looft 1972;
Steinlauf 1974) ‘Even when Significant correlational out-

comes have be%n reported they seldOm account for more,than

25% of the variance.in communicative performance (Shantz,

1oy T : | o

Why do some ° investigators find a significant pos1tive rela-

-

tionship between role-taking abilities and communicative compe-

tence while others do not? Shantz (1981) contended that when

significant positive correlations have been reported, they were

£l

most often due to the measurement of both variables from the

;




same data base, the speaker!s message.. Egocentric messages

proVLde llttle lnformatlon about a referent, resultlng in a

)

-poor oommunlcatlon. Thus a relatlonshlp between the twoa
variables is then assumed. However, when the two variables

have been compared‘néing independent tasks (e.g., ShantzZ g .
a8 ) ]

Steinlauf, Note l)aislgnlflcant p051t1ve correlatlon has seldom

been found B : ' | '

e a
N

Shantz (1981) further suggested.that even when role-takingf

.

and communlcatlve competence have been assessed lndependently,

i
the tasks used requlre a SLgnlflcant degree .of llngulstlc comper

tence. Therefore, the rorrelatlon between the two varlables
may be a measure of t* ferbal demands of the tasks and not an, ‘

.-
.1nd1catlon of the relatl’ hip between the two varlables.

\‘-'

LS

"‘ | Shantz (1981) concTuded that,'although role taklng ablllty

may pla. some ,pa t in the formulat*on of a referentlal com‘unl—r

~ Voo, LN

cation; ecocentrlsm and role taklng def1c1ts were not an adequate,

xplanatlon of referentlal communlcatlon fallures. She concluded-

' that communlcatlve performance was dependent o# several factors

”
including: . (a) t?e:ablllty to per%exve critical, attrlbutes of
the referent ~and nbnreferent (b)" the ablllty to compare these‘"“"

attrlbutes, and (c) the ablllty to encode the crltlcal dlffer- L
ences in a message.. -’ . P L v; s

% .

,,Component training studies. The\earllest attempts to traln

referential communlcatlon sklils made the assumptlon that poor L

communlcators were def1c1ept in. role—taklng abllltles. Role-f“‘ ‘

\

reversal and confrontatlon were used to 1mprove ch;ldren s T
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' communications. The rble-reversal hypothe51s suggested that a

child who experlences both the perspectlve of. the speaker and the

llstener will be better- able to formulate adequate messages.
This experlence will help the speaker understand the perspectlve

. of the listener. The confrontatlon hypothesls proposed that con-

.

.. frontlng the speaker w1th the reallzatlon that the message -was

1nadequate would attenuate the speaker s bellef that the initial

message was perfectly tlear. Several studies have_used these
technlques (Shantz, 1981)..
P4
Shantz and Wilson (1972) used both role-reversal and con-

frontatlon to train second graders to be more effectlve ,commun-~

-

1cators. Twenty-four 7-year—olds were randomly a551gned to .one

~

of tvo groas ; & training group or a control group. The- traln-" .3‘f

ingvgroup‘Jas then involved in two s11ghtly dlfferent communlca-‘

P

- tizhn tasxs, | One task reguired tha Speaker to describe'a.geometric.

v
L

‘design:  “Thersecond =~ -
listenerdéoEZdentify

The chlldren

. deszgn_so_that the. llstener—could draw’

-

task only regulred the speaker to help o

the referent design from a set ofy four deSLgn

. 2 . LN

1n the tralnlng group performed these tasks in’ groups of three,

o

1nclud1ng a speaker, a llstener, and .a llsteher—observer. Each S

child partrc1pated an equlvalent amount of. tlme ,in each role. Ty

LI — ’ -
- —_— Y

.‘. Durlng tralnlng, feedback abOut the message accuE?cy was prov1ded
——*‘“B;'the experlmenter and two llcteners.‘ U ‘. o o
Chlldré% in the traiping group yere significantly more |
accurate in performlng each task than the untrained control ¢

group. However, the more accurate performance of the training.

-~ cr
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group on the drawing task must be qualified by a significant

improvement in the performance of the control group on this task
.« from pretest to posttest. Three generalization>tasks were also

administered following the posttests. Two of these tasks were

eimiiar to the training task: a checkerboard task involving

placement of six toys on six squares and a block stacking task

1nvolv1ng sequent1a1 arrangemen* of a series of abstract designs.

The third ‘was a generalization task. The chrldren

were aeked to s€ll a tie to a prospective.buyer (a persuasion

‘task).
Shantz and Wilson reported a moderate amount of transfer of

training. However, the accuracy of this interpretation was

questionable. Although statistical significance was achieved

onwthe'c ecxerboard task (p<.05), the mean number of critical

1bu:es nentloned on six placements (the dependent measure)

[ —

"by the training group was 21.1, while the untrained group men-
tioned’' 18.9 critical.attributes, The untrained group mehtioned

_ nearly as many critical attributes-.as the trained group. The

® tawmn

performance of the untrained group makes suspect the conclusion

that the more accurate performance of the trained group was due
. ‘ . -

- .
B M ’

to the training. - .

Performance on the block stacking task was ‘also difficult

- -

to interpret. - Initiai&y, the control group'performed'much better

than the tralned group.' However, after sewveral trials, the

. .

training group (] performance improved 51gn1f1cantly more than

s

13

. that ofvthe the control group.' Flnally,vthe control group's

Ty
A
i .



performance on the Eer%uasion task was significantly more effec-
tive than that of the trained group. These resﬁifé\éé\ggf pro-
vide convincing'evidence thét transfer of trainin occurregl
Chandler, Greenspan, and Barenboim (1974) falfo used the
confrontation method to train emoé"nally disturbed adolescents
to be more effective communicatgrs. Théy preéentéd each student
with interesting tasks that were witﬁin and“slightly_abgve his/
her.abﬁlity level. “The Eommunicatiéh tasks were a series of gamés
‘that varied in complexity. 'Simple table games included dyadic
use of blocks,‘coléring books, etc. More :laborate games included
variations of blindman's bluff and a walkie-talkie treasure
- hunt. The students‘demonstratea gains in communication effec- .

tiveness.

S N P chod E

. s |
ing ccmmunicative competence. However, this form of referential

—"ﬂ--commupication—traiﬂiﬁg~éees—ﬁetfpfevide—inie;mationwthaf might -

‘be us=ful in determining exactly what factors df.training were

responsible for the improvements in communication effectiveness

L 4

(Asher & Wigfield, 1981).

Egccentric Messages

Several investigators have attempted to directly assess the
validity of the egocentrism explanation of communication féilure.
For example, Asher and oden (l976)=we£e interested in determin-
ing whether the youné child's'communicaﬁions weie trﬁly‘ego-
centric. They used a word-palr referent1a1 communication task/

\,
in which the speaker was presented with a pair of words and




'ééiea tovdescribe one of the words to a listener. Thlrdfand

fifth graders were randome assigned to one of two groups. Half

of the chjildren 1n eaﬁ& group were poor communicators and half: l
» Were goo ccommunicators. Both groups were then asked to iden-

tify the referént word in each pair. Durlng thls test condl-v

“tion, half fhe wor palrs were presented with the chlld s clue

words and the resfainder were presented with no clue. To control

for the effects of memory on performance, one group was tested

l
|

1mmed1ately and the other after a two week, delay. |
There was no difference in performance based on.the presence .

or absence of a clue in the 1mmed1ate condition for eith=r good

or poor communlcators. " In the delayed condltlon, the self-

generated clues proved to be of little benefit to poor communi-

cm their egoceéentric nessages.

’

poor communicatcrs would senciit £

*-~“~*“*““*A*recent“study”hy“DT”Es“n'le 9) also providedjevidence

refuting the egocentrlsm hvpothesis.- Dickson used referentiadl

'

communication task in which he varled the ,context of the referent

array and permitted feedback to the speaker by the|listener.

Two context conditions were included. 1In one, onl the referent

was\pi'eented to the speaker. In\the second, the Leferent'wasl /4

included?among three.nonreferenfs. . The listener{Jas‘always
presented'with an array that included the referen andr$hree //

' nonreferents. Children as young as 4 years old'c mmunicafed_ 7

more effectively when the referent set had highl famgliar and

salient attributes (e.g., pictures of people tha”-differed/in

-




color and form). However, 8-year-oids were ineffective in using
the context to encode messages about referents when the referent
dimensions were less salient and systematic '(e.g., abstract de-
signs). Dickson concluded that the abilit? of 4-year-olds to
use the context in éncoding their messages was contrary to the'
egocentrism hypothesis. Children's ability to commuuicate ap-
peared to be more related to, the demands of. the communication
task than.their ability to consider the perspective of the
listener.

Maratsos (1973) conducted a study in which 3- and 5-year—

olds were requlred to communlcate thelr ch01ce of a toy 4'o a

person who could see or to someone with her eyes covered. The

refersntial communication task was -embedded in a game played by

M

the experimenter and fhn;ﬂh+1ﬂ mhe=shiié£eaés=aemaaaiea£ieas====z====

to the experimenzer with her eyes closéd and coggred were much
~—————4m35e~e%abara%e-thaﬁ—whenv%he~expefimenteris—eyes—ﬁmﬂﬁrfﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁnﬂ%——
not *covered. These chlldren did account for the perspective of
“the listener in formulating their messages.
Neither rcle-taking deficiencies nor egocentrism adequately
"explain communicative failure, since emplrlcal support has been
limited and correlational in ;dture. In addition, young Chll-
dren who might be considereg pdcr ccmmunlcayorsﬁhave_utlllzed a
role-taking skills and produced messages that were not egocentic

when the tasks were within‘the ability level of the children

and théy»understood what was expected of them (Dickson; 1979;

Maratsos, 1973).




The Message ' ‘ '\ P

Direct investigations. Another component of referential \

communication is the transmission of the message by the speaker.
Severel investigators have found that young speakers have diffi--
%mlty assessing the adequacy of a message. 'Asher (1976) provided
second, .fourth, and sixth graders with a message that identified
the referent in a word pair. Haif of the messages were adequate
and half were”inadequate. The children were asked to assess the
value of each message in differentiating, the referent from the

nonreferent Second graders had much more dlfflculty judglng

the)effectivepess of a message than ‘either fourth or sixth
\ L - - - .
graders. Asher attributéd the second graders' difficulty to

L4

thelr 11ab111ty to compare the referent to the nonreferent in

order to determine the critical features tha f 3 frferenciated

them. .

Bearison and Levey (I977) Wwere s?sbxcxous otrAsner‘s pPro-
cedures. .They suggested that asking chilaren to‘assess’the
messages of an imaginﬁry speaker eliminated thelfeetures that
commonly define communicative situations. They designed a task
that was more natura;.' Each message was in the form of a
question. .The children, kindergarten; secohd, and fourth
graders, were asked to tell the’experlmenter whether each ’
question was good or bad. . Desplte these changes, Bearlson and
Levey obtained‘results siml}ar to those of Asper (1976).

. 8 \ - I .
Component training studies. Two attempts to train referen-

-~

tial;communiéatipn skillé to.young children were also notable:

t

7
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for the use of'message mo@eliﬁg to improve communication effec-
tiveness. Sonnenschein, and Whitehurst (1936) found that first
graders prgduéed more inforﬁative messages when accurate messages
were modeled for them by adults and‘peers. A similar fihding was
reported'by Lefebvre-Pinard a?d Reid (1980f. They trained first-
grade students to be more effective communicators by having them
observe the)éfféctivé communications of peers. hlthoﬁgh it was

not poésible from these investigations to determine what components

of the modeled communications were responsible for the improved

- communicative performance, the results indicate that young chil- .

dren -can be trained to formulate more effective messages.

Conclusions About the Components

Taken together, these investigations suggest that effective

referential communication requires. the integration of two or more

of ths skills proposed by Glucksberg et al. (1975). .Of these,

the most critical c-nmponenf-ﬂf’nr the qppaker appears to be the-

PO

7

ability to compafe the referent to nonreferents (Asher & Wigfield,

1981; Whitehurst & Sonnenschein, 1981). However, the ability to

transmit an acceptable message to a listener has also been an area

of ‘concern (Asher, 1976; Bearison & Levey, 1977) especially with

the mentally retarded population (Grossman, 1977). This concern
will be aiscussed in more detail in a later section.

»_'Naturalistic Observations

-
-

A second approach to investigating communicative competence

considers language use in a much broader context.than the refer-

‘ential communication paradigm. The sociblinguistiq'appfoach;

- [ ) L4
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uses syst cmatic observations of children's communications in '
natural or real life -settings to study communicative competence
(Flavell,‘l977). Wellman and Lempevs (1977), for example,
videotaped Z—year-olds involved in preschool and playgroyp ac-
tivities. They analvzed these tapes and recorded instances ofJ
referential communiqation. These children engaged in a range of
. language behaviors from pOinting to the use of two- and three-
word requests.
According to Flavell (1977); the referential communication

- and sociolingu stic paradigms differ in at 1east three ways. ‘

First, the study of the acquiSitlon of communlcatlon skills in
the sociolinguistic approach ‘'includes more than the development
of refersn-ial communication skills. It includes many other

======eemmeﬁeeeeaie=aet5=aed—funQL;QQ§=4£+Q¢£=QS ngzlgnguage forlgom—

mands,/comments,,Simple requests, denials, etc.). Second, the . .
~———~—referentia&—comneﬂieatéeﬂ—eppreach—uses;contrclled_interacticns_i;___ﬁ_

to‘qollect data, whereas the sociolinguistic approach systemat-

ically observes children in natural settings. Finally, the two

‘approaches yield different results. For example, investigators
é

using the referential communication approach have frequently

found children younger than 9 or 10 to be poor communicatorsn

K

Wlth the soc1olingulst1c approach, however, investigators have

found that children as young as 2 years old can be effectlve

'ccmmunicators. L. iw A
i H -

The discrepant results regarding the age at which an in-.
‘ : \ S N R .
dividual displays referential communication skills have, in
: N j . o .

¥

- \




======dee=te=theeéemaads:eé:deeideag=ﬂhatmfn name dach stimulus

part, been relatad to differences in the context of the commun-
ication situations and the task demands. More specifically,
pointing and gesturing could ‘be used to transmit a message in
the naturallstic studies whan the object names were not known.
~Pointing and gesturing were not possxble in the referential
communication studies. In addition, the abstract drawings used #

in the referential communcation studies were designed to be

difficult to identify (Krauss, 1979). The speakers in the
natural settings were most often describing items that wete
highly familiar. Therefore,.identlfication and/or the inabil-
ity to label an object may haVe been confoundlng faotors in the o
~

laboratory studies. The communicative abllltles of those in-

volved in the laboratory studies may have been underestimated

(Longnurat & Turnure, 1971). To develop an'understanding of

the*'actors*that*tnfluence—the~communieatxon~d&££&ealt&es—e£~the—*———-

mentally retarded, the contribution of these factors must be .
. £
understood.

' Language Development and Méntal Retardation

" The study of language development in the mentally retarded
has focused primgrily on;tﬁe language dimensions of content and
form (Lackner, l96§: Lenneberg,'N{chols, & Rosenbefg, 1964;

“RYan, 1975). The- vast majority of these studles haVe compared K
the development of varlous language behav1ors in the mentally .\

»

etarded w1thtﬂmanonretarded (Ryan, 19750 Concluslons regardingu s'é

the 'similarity /f language development 1n mentally retarded and

~




“"nonretarded children have baeen mixod.,

Lackner (1968) proposed that mental retardation did not

1}

- result in different language behaviors but a delay in the- normal

developmental sequence which plateaued below the level achieved’

o

by normally developing children. He selected five mentally

retarded childrenhwith mental ages ranging from 2 to 9 years.

A

Both spontaneous and elicﬁted/utterances,were recorded for each
child over an eight week perfbd. One thousand sentences wexe
then randomly selected from/each chlld's language sample. These

¥
sentences were analyzed fon sentence length and sentence type,~

’
- ¥

and rules of grammar were wrltten for each child. ' ‘ \

¢

. Lackner used the grapmars generataﬂfor the children to de-
! , ' A

vise imitation and comprehension tasks. He administered these

et —to—the—five—mentaliy-retard

language comprehension. The tasks were also administered to a

thgrOTIP““Of‘nUrrretar&ed—c‘/hi:'ldren—*to-esta—b—lt'shﬂthe?-l:i-ngtr:'tsti—c«level-s---«—«-—~———:

B

of/the retarded chlldren. | _ n/*\'

\
The complexmty of the chlldren s grammars increased with’ :

1

their increasing nental ages. These developmentaf changes were

7
!

consistent with and similar to the linguistic developmental

changes in the nbnretarded children. However, the language

/ EERE :
acquisition rate appeared much slower and termlnated before .
adult llnqulstlc levels were achleved ‘ :

"' Several: 1ssues must be consldered 1n 1nterpret1ng Lackner S

L

.

results and=conclu51ons. Flrst he assessed only one dlmen510n




analysis was limited' to the ohildran'q utterance length and
their knowledge of syntactic rulas. ‘He made no comparisons ra-
. gardinF content categories or. use of languaga# 'Therefqre, con-
clusions can only' be foeredeith‘reqard_to one dimensioq of
language development. In addition, TLackner's mentally retarded
chf!i{en were'etiologically and behaviorally hombgeneous. Four
of the children.hadfauffered significant'brain trauma at birth
or shortly thereafter. The fifth child, who had the highest ~
mental age (8}yearsa 10 modthsl,gacquired significant brain
damage at aboutu3 years of adge, All of -the children were phys-
o ically handicapped. . Generalizing the results of thia.investi-
gation to the etiologically and behaViorally heterogeneous
pcpufaticn‘o; mentally retarded children should be approached '

with caution., Varioue;genetic, metabolic, and enVironmental

conditions may interact w1th the development of the language
{ p

~—--w—dimeﬂsrens~ef—ferm-content—~and~usem—resulting“rn~atypru

language development. For - example, a 3 year old mentally re-

tarded child With a mental age of 2 years, known to the present

\\\\\

* gestural communication system. “This child's understanding of

@' the use and meaning of language_were much'mofe‘deVeloped than

ce his knowledge of éyntactic rulee. This situation was not typical

of normal developmental trends in language acquiSition as de- _Q{~g

fined by Lackne”» ‘

[

Finally, Lackner s croaﬁrsectional design only: permits an

o

analySis of the children s level of language develOp— .
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mant and doos not providae an undoretanding-ofitho procoss by

which the childron reached these levels of developmont. Becauau

of the high positive correlation between language ability and

mental age (Sattler, 1982), it was not unreasonable to expect .

the language abilities of the children to improve with increas-

ing mental age. However, this does not address,the pnocess of v
language acquisition, especially the interaction of the develop-
ment of language form, content, and use with factors such as
environment and biological makeup.

Ryan (1975), dlssatlsfled with the mental age comparlson

¢ used by Lackner (1968), matched retarded and nonretarded chlldren
accordlng to mean length of utterance. She compared the language

of 16 Down Syndrome chlldren, 15 mentally retarded chlldren wiEh\

varying etiologies, and 13 nonretarded children, The retarded

children rangad in age from 3 to 9 years wlth rental ages ‘

]

-between 2% and 3% years.' The nonretarded dhildren ranged in
age from 2 to 3% years:~ She analyzed both their spontaneous»
speech and speech elicited by a variety of tests. ' The nonretar-
ded children produced syntactlgélly more complex language and
made fewer syntactlc errors. than the retarded childrgn. How-

-~

evar, the retarded children were able to identify and label more

4

objects than the nonretarded chlldren. There was also a greater
i degree of variability in the language abllltles of. the retarded e
children, regardless of etiology, compared‘to the‘nonretarded S

« . . . . - -y

.. children. -These results were not consistent with the contentiOn T

.

“that retarded chlldren show the same trends in language acquisi- ‘."'m




~ tion as nonratarded children.
several othar invastigatora have comparaed the language
abilities of the mentally retarded with thosa ‘of nonretarded
children matched eithar on men@hl age or mean length of utter-

' ance (Graham & G;éham, 1971; Lenneberg et al,, 1964; Mein, 1961),.
The majbri%y of these investigations have concluded that there
were no differences in the development of }anguage content and
form in retarded and nonretarded children (Ryan, 1975). However,
the degree of v;riability in language development has been shown
to bg much greater for the mentally retarded (Ryan, 1975). It
can also be concluded that mentdlly'retarded ‘childrenare more like=~
ly to have language deficitS‘thaﬁ nonretafded‘children df the same
chranological age (Keane, 1972). .

Communication'and Mental Retardation -

- -

"The dlmen5101 of language use® has not been sthcied as

.‘_#Lntensal¥~as~the_dlman51gns_gf_cnn:ent_andﬁfornu__ﬂuna_fem_s:ndJ&ﬁi___~_

that have addressed this dimension of language development have
. ’ .

been concernéd with comparing the communicative coﬁpetence of
ﬁhe mentally retarded to the nonretardéd (Longhurst, 1974),

identifying task procedures which affect communication accuracy.

a

(Ri@da & Chan, 1980), and descrlblng the communlcatlve behav1or
used by mentally retarded children (Berry'.& Marshall 1978-

Price-Williams &,Sabsay, 1979). The particular components of

. the comimunication event that contribute to this deficit have .

-

‘not been extensively fnvestiQated.' Neverthélesé,hresearch
oo . ‘ .,‘ﬁ . i . ‘ o
has provided some infermation concerning the nature‘ofgthe‘deficits.* 

g




~lollis (1966) investigated the ability of moderately and
aevereLy retarded children and adolescents to tranamit a simple
message, ue used a wxsoonain General Test Apparatus modi fiad

to test dyads. One participant was to communicaha which one ¢

,of four compartments contained a food reward. The rhward was

! ¥

. delivered contingent upon a correct co unication, The partici=-

. ‘pants communicated accurately only about 60% of the time, primar=

ily using gestures, The epeakers seemed to be limited in bhe}r'
ability to send accurate imﬁormation and did not become mora )
proficient with practice even though they were given over 1600
trlale.~ stng the same apparatus and similar procedurqp

Spradlin, Girardeau, and Corte (1967, 1969) and Evans (1965) = {

. reportad similar results.

. task was used in which a speaker described an abstnact design '

-bu-;a;Lenqhurst@+$944hhinvestigatedwthe referentialmcqmmugicﬂﬁion

also be noted that the lower 1ntelllgence group formulated ef— -

’contrast to the others, was composed ofbonly 30% of the orlglnal

- "

skills of retarded acdolescents at three different intelligence

~ )
.

. levels (1Qs:—70-90;-59=59; 40=55). A refesential communication. .|

to a listener positioned out of.view behind a screen. Adolescents

in the higher 1ntelllgence group produced more accurate messages

than those in the lower 1ntelligence group, but all groups pro— :

duted a- sxgnlflcant number of lnqﬁfectlve,messages. It should

{

fective meaéages only about 50% of the tlﬁr‘,,ThlS group,.ln‘;

-sample from that 1ntelllgence level. The remalnlng 70% were
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AIn a subsequent study using the sane apparatus and slmllar
procedures, Longhurst and Berry (1;75) found that mentally
retarded speakers beneflted most “from exp11c1t feedback from
1the llstener reQardlng the clarlty of their message. When«
,tpld ‘explicitly to rephrase their message, many of.the\speakers
attempted to redescribe the refefent. - Explicit feedhack was
‘much more effective in‘alerting the speaker that the message

needed clarification than ‘either gestural feedback (a puzzled

‘look) or implicit.feedback ("I don't understand."). )

- )

Rueda and Chan . (1980) contended that the poor communlgatlve‘
vperformance of the moderately ‘mentally retarded 1nd1V1duals in
the Longhurst studies was in part due to their 1nab111ty to-
. -.1denf1ry ano/or label the abstract de51gns. They dev1sed a task

that 1nvolved a two-ch01ce dlscrlmlnatlon of plctures of common

cts. Moderately retarded adolescents communicated effec-

-

(\)

Obj+

3

tively when the referent and nonreferentrwere from different
categories (e.g., a hat and a car). However, when the objects
were from the same category but differed along some dimension

(size, color, or shape), the students had difficulty formulating

——

/,/ﬁn/eﬁf/’tlve message. This suggested a deficit in their'ability
‘to «~ompare the referent and nonreferent to determine the crltlcal
'differences. It should also be'noted that, "although the stu-

dents in .the different category cordition were more successful

'in performing this task than those who performed the task used

by Longhurst, there were still a subs“artial number of ineffec-

o

tive communications.

411




Storekeceper who was. seated behind a plexiglass storecounter,

“ .Since these and other similar studies had been conducted

in relatively narrow faboratory situations,’Bray} Biasini, and
Thrasher (in press) devisedEireferéntial communication task

that was’'more naturalistic and could be used to assess the
communication skills of both moderaﬁely and'severely retarded .

individuals. The unique features of this task included: (a)

stimulus Qbjects that were highly famil#ar to the participants,
X - - \\ |
(b) a more naturalistic format (in lieu jf the standard labor-

atory tasks), and (c) pointing and gesturling as accepéable forms

&, . . C o s es .
of communication, since they have been identified as the earli-

est forms of communicative behavior to emerge (Murphy, 1978).

) ) -
Bray et al. (in press) used a stcre game task in which
the speaker (customer) faced the listene; (storekeeper) . ~Thet

customer was required to obtain a familiar object from the

Contrary to previous findings (Longhurst, 1974; Rueda & Chan,
1980), moderately retarded individuals communicated with perfect
accuracy and the communicative effectiveness of the severély

retarded improved with practice. However, all of these-individ- .o

“ﬁgié pafticipated in a Eretraining task that required them to.

compare the referent to a nonreferent. This comparison training
may have improved their communiéation performance in the store
game.

-

The ability of mentally retarded childreh to compare the

" referent to nonreferents was asséssed by Watson (1978). She S

\ 3

had mildly retarded and ndnretarged children.perform a series




. : °

of referential communlcatlon‘tasks 1nvolv1ng’descr1ptlon of
objects and actions. The mentally retarded chlldren, by falllng
to compare the referent to the nonreferent, failed to determine
¢ the critical features of the,referent. However, when permitted to
manlpulate the referent ‘and nonreferent objects, the mentally |
retarded children provided significantly improved déscrlptlons.
This manlpulatlon procedure may have provided the epeakers with
additional knowledge about the referent which. aided in differ-
entiating %t from the nonreferent.
Two naturalisS}e

! , ,
the communjcative behaviors used by severely mentally retarded

studies were —oncerned with identifying

individuals. Berry and Marshall (1978) recorded the interactions
of four mentally reterded preschool children. The ¢hildren used
Qestures, utterances, and wcrds to refer to objects ?fai;able to

them. It wasieiso noted that their ceémmunicative. behaviors in--
creased ’ 1n the presence of an adult teacher, suggestlng that

re

Lenv1ronmental manlpulatlon can increase communlcatlve output. |

However, the;r_communlcations were'frequently not comprehen51ble.

Price-Williams-and Sabsay (1979) recorded the intefactions of

nine severely retarded 1nst1tu1t10nallzed adults, all of whom

N

‘'were diagnosed as having Down Syndrome. These individuals used °’
gestures, utterances, and words to refer to objed!% and make
requests. _&

It appears that some mentally retarded individuals can
. y .

-

successfully perform and inteérate the components of the commun-

ication event and prdvide an effective comiunication. Many,

43
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however, havp dlfflculty formulatlnqund tran mitting an effﬁc—’ )

tlve'message'and comgarlng the referent to no eferents..‘Based o

on the descri ptlve, developmental /data provaed by studies with-

- nonretarded hildren,'these two/skills appear to be critical

. - |
to prodyciffg| an effective mesSage. Therefore, it seems reason—

-

able to snggest that mental{; retardedlndlviduals1n1ght benefit

from the tgélnlng of these components of the communication
/ ‘
o A v - ! '
event. // T s ’ ' f

QOmmunlcatlon Tralnlng with the Severely ‘Retarded

/
//he referentzél communlcatlon paradlgm provides an excellent
- /\ []

format for tra;nlng individuals w1th,def1c#ts»1n communitative

N : |
competence (Longhurst & Reichle, 1975; Muma, 1978). As noted
l
earller, tralnlng various components of th? communication event

can also be- used to test hypotheses concer 1ng the nature of the

de icits responsrble forC"*”un’c=tlonfa11 . Investlgators

training nentally retarded 1nd1v1duals to Le fnore effective . | -
communicators have- not been concerned w1tq this type of hypoth- ud

‘\e51s testlng. The few training studies tﬁat nave been conducted

. : |
with the sevegely mentally retarded have Qeen primarily concegned

with developin@ training techniques. Nevextkeless, the tralnlng

of communication def1c1ent children has not been exten51vely

RN

1nvestlgated, espec1ally in the context of‘the referentlal com-

munlcatlon paradigm. ' ﬂ .
. ; _
Halle, ' Marshall‘*and Spradlln (1979) attempted to increase

c

the communlcatlons of six severely and profpundly retarded chil-

'
A

dren who had been institutionalgzed for several years, They used

14




““frequently used toys and activities out of reach of children

chlldren s spontaneous requests for their trays at mealtime.

o - o o a2

- : B - : T
- . : ! . . B
- . .

a modification of the incidental teaching technique-empioyed

by Hart and Risley (1968).  Incidental teaching. involves placing

during c%ass freetime while presenting stubtle cues to.communi-
2 . B ’ . ' .
cate.

- Halle et al. (1979) were interested in increasing the

Inltlally, they used a 15- second delay during Whlch time tHe

! €
tray was in vieéw but.out of reach of’ the chlLdren. If a

"~ child did not respondifollowing the delay, a request.was,modeled

by a staff member ("Tray please:"). The modeling prompt was

4 . ‘ - /
. prasented a maxirmum of three times. Three of theschildren o

partic}pated in thixs part oFf the training. The other children

) onlylobsered'the'procedures used,with their peers (peer modelgng).

b
Only one of the chlldren Tn the tralnlng group spontaneouslj

-

: frequested a tray follow1ng the 15-second delay. The other  two

L

chlldren began to request their trays followmng the 1ntroductlon

of the modellng prompt For the remalnlng three chlldren, who .

" had observed the peer models, - the 15 second delayfVas sufficient

- Ay e et e e e i

to 1ncrease the1r spontaneous request for their trays.‘ ‘The.

(] - )
.chlldren also made trayireguests at-untrained meals and in, the

presence of strangers. o

J o ..
Although these techniques were effective in increasing the
- / . -

spontaneous requests of the chlldren, .several 1ssues were not-

addressed.: Flrst, it was not clear ‘what aspect -of the procedure

was responsible for the initial communication failure. Second,
>
' : L) ° o e e




only'onevcommunicatlon,mode was used in training, oral communi-

'cation; No attempt was made to use gestures as an effeotive
means of,communicating.u Although it was true that the spon-
taneous'communieations of the chlldren 1ncreased, it was doubt-
ful that the children leained com@unication.behaviors that were
useful in other settingf. 'Encouraging the use of both gestures

’

and verbalizations might have provided:the -children coTyunica-

tion behaviors that were transsituational. The use of gestures
would not have been situation specific and would have provmded

an observable and readlly shapable response.' ) 'f

-
K

e In a 51mllar 1nvestlgatlon Halle, Baer, and Spradlln

(1981) increased the spontaneous communications of six moder-“ »»ui
ately-retarded, language delayed_chlldren. They requlred
teachers to use a 5-second delay in a variety of naturally
occurring sxtuatlonsb hat providead the onportunlty for the use

of such a delay (e.g., mealtlme, snack time, gross motor ac-

tivities). Con51stently used delays 1ncreased the spontaneous

communications of the chlldren.. Once'agaln, however, the

focus was on the delay techhique, not on the factors respon-

V.siblefofﬁthe“initial communication'failure.
Some of the technlques used to train the components of the o

referentlal d%mmunlcatlon event to nonretarded nonlanguage

delayed chlldren have also been shown to be effectlve w1th re-

tarded 1nd1v1duals in other tasks._ For example, Whltman, Burish, ];
and Colllns (l972) 1ncreased the 1nterpersonal language behav- .

~iors of two moderately retarded children by using verbal

46




o - ',f o ‘@t:
lnstructlons, feedback, and relnforcemcnt (pralse and - tokens). °
Three 51mple games were used. ﬂInterpersonal language behav1ors,
in whlch dlrect eye contact was establlshed or. 1n whlch one . .
child formally acqulred another child's attentlon,_lncreased
both during the ‘training sessions and a nontraining rating

1

session.

- . Y

Other studies«with‘severely mentally retarded'individuals
have successfully tralned a variety of language behaviors u51ng *
modellng or 1m1tatlon tralnlng coupled w1th feedback from the
experlmenter (Whltman & Sc1bak 1979) For 1nstance, Guess,
'Sallor,-Rutherford and Baer (1968) tralned a severely re%ar-’
ded girl to use plural morphemes by re1nforc1ng correct imita-
‘ tlons of the experlmenter s 51ngular and plural verbalizations
when correspondlng ob]ect sets were placed bef 'e_her.
Twardosz and B;er (1973) -used 1m1tat1ons of.thzzékp%rimenter
and differential reinforcement to traintn«iseverely,retarded
-lndlvduals to ask questlons about various" 1tems presented to
them; Brlcker and Brlcker (1972) found modellng and shaplng

o

to be effective techniques in teachlng a sign vocabulary to

: severery retarded chlldren.~ These studies' suggest that these .

7

~techniques mlght be used to train severely mentally/retarded‘
. individuals to be more effectlue communlcators w1téan the
7 context of the referentlal communlcatlon paradlgm.‘ However,
as noted earl;er, th;s issue has not been adequately'inves-,

oy

:( .tigatedyu g




. Statement of the.Droblom

-

Glucksberg et al. (1975) identified'five.component skflls;w
that a'referentiai communicator may use in formulat{hg*a message.
.Two approaches have been used to study these component Skllls in |
nonretarded 1nd1v1duals., One approach directly varies 1nd1v1d-
ual components. The othér approach'trains’component skills and
~assumes that improvements.in communicative efféctiveness-indi |

N
cate deficits in these skills areas prior to training.

: . I , nJ These \\g\_.r<i
studies have indicated several critical factors -involved in . N\\\:
formulating an effective‘message. oTwo of these'factors relate . ) 'gi
to the nature of the'referentr"famfiiarity with the‘referent
affects an individual's ability to formplate a message about"
that referent (Dickson, 1979). ;in addition, the more similar
a referent is‘to potential nonreferents, the more.difficult it-'
is to formulate an effective message (Rueda & Chan, 1980), The'~-n

ost crltlcal component for the speaker,_howeVer, appears to

be the abillty to compare the referent to nonreferents (Asher
& Wigfield, 1981). Flnally, the ablllty to transmlt an accep-

table message has also been an area of concern (Asher, 1976).

 Communication research with the mentally retarded.has lndi-,‘
~cated that the severely mentally ‘retarded are poor communlcatorsff"
relatlve to moderately and mlldly retarded and nonretarded lndl-'

|
v1duals. Whlle young children- haVe also been found to be poor

'comunlcators ln.referentlalcommunlcatlon tasks, tralnlng them

N v

“to perform cr1t1cal components of the qemmunlcatlon event has;

1mproved thelr communication effectlveness. The purpose of the‘




AN

_ knowledge of functlonal object palr assoclatlons will be assessed.__

il

"present~investigation is to train severely.mentafly retarded e

¢

Id ’ ot .
children to be more effective communicators within the context

¢ )

of the referential communication paradigm and assess the

importance of three component skills involved in formulating
‘ .

"an effective message} coping with referent-similarity to the //

nonreferent, comparison skills, and ability to transmit a message.
. & ' ‘ . . ‘ ' :
A number of training procedures will be used in thg¢ context

of the referential communication pafadigm. These include: (a)-
using effective training techniques such as modeling and feed-
back (Halle et al., 1979),‘(5) using a task which is functional

and within the ability level of the individuals (Bray et al.,

in press; Chandler et al., 1974), and .(c) us1ng stimuli that ‘are
familiar to the pafticipants (chkson, 1979) B : 7 e
. «

The investigation will be d1v1ded into five 1nterrelated ' ~Jh

phases., In the stlﬁﬁlus ;amlllarlzatlon phase, each child's .

These object palrs will be used in all of the phas/f In: the

store game baseline phase, -the communlcatlon skills. of .the
L _J

severely’retarded will be assessed using the store game task

\dev1sed by Bray et al. (in press). ~In the“twowtraining~phases7-1~Wfff

;the\students will be trained to be effective communicators using¢
. <'\ . i .t .
the store game and object pairs to teach the critiecal component»

skllls of the referentlal communlcatlon event - In the posttest

e

phase, the studentSlell be admlnlstered a posttest ‘to assess
changes in communicative competence. The final phase, near_

generallzatlon, will assess the stablllty of - the chan ges_ih




@

"The communica ion training will compare the importance of

|
tra1n1ng two compone ts of the referential communlcatlon event,¢

language behav1ors to the severe&y mentally retarded (Whltman &

- . .
. L . ; .

Scibak, 1979). ' -

Hypothesy/ le Students tralned using a comblnatlon of
comparlson tralnlng and tralnlng in message formulation w;ll
be more effective comnunlcators than students in the other train-

ing conditions. -.This predlctlon is derived from the component

training research cond ucted ‘with nonretarded chlldren ano the -

-]

communucatlon studles w1th retarded 1nd1v1duals. .Training

fstudleﬁ with nonretarded chlldren indicated that communlcatlve ;

effectlveness could be 1mproved by tra1n1ng chlldren to compare

the referent to nonreferents (Asher & ngfleld 1981) and/or
l!L

ERIC.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

by moaellqg effectlve messages (Lefebvre—Plnard & Reid; 1980)

" The studles w1th the mentally retarded indicated that they may -

be def1c1ent in thelr ablllty to compare the referent to a

nonreferent to determlne 1ts critical features (watson, 1978)

v

'Iniwdlthn _severely retarded chlldren who were def1c1ent in

formulatlng messages had thelr communlcatlve output lncreased

by modellng of an effectlve communlcatlon, ln a sxtuatlon that




: R 4 . ] i ~
’reqyired a message to receive a pay-ofi (Halle et al., 1979).

_h'HypéthesiS'Z: 'Relétive to the control conéit%gn, thelfotal’.
.nuhbqr'6f-communication§_will ki increased iniéllfﬁraining'con-;{
ditions.  This prediction is based on the communication train-

ing étudies with sgveﬁﬁi? retarded cﬁildren (Bricker & B;ickér,
. 1972 Halle et al., 1979; Twardosz & Baer, 1973). VThese stuaiés
indicated that the commﬁncation frequency of seyerély retardea
childfen“&ould-be\increased by mddeling effective méssages and
providing feedback gpouﬁ their bérfbrmgqcé,

Hypothesis 3: Following trainfng, the participaﬁts will .
be able to use the skills they have ac@uired in:a,similar task
situation; ‘This prediction ngQased on.the training studies
wnicp consiste. ., ndicated Ehét chi;éren were able to,tfan fer
thé‘communication'skills ;héy’learned;to tasks similar to the
’tréining\task (Asﬁer & Wigfie;d, 1981; Fry, 196€} Halle et”al.)‘“
1979; t-:hitman,et;al., 1972). | L - St

. : : - . o

]

-




‘particiapation was

Subjects

' The participants were 9 severely mentally retarded gtudents

from the Jefferson County sohools with IQs less less than 35,

who meet the baseline performance criteria. The criterfa for

successful completion of the familiari-

9

2zation phase and aocur'cyvof less than 75% in the store game- i,

students was matched with two other Sjang

E

dents‘who had similar|performance levelsbin.the seline phage.

baseline; Each of th

ohe of three training conditions. ¢ . ;:;/// ‘ TR

Materials' : C ' - .

Setting and vi eotaoolnq.' A ‘'video recorder and cameraﬁwere
~

used to randomly record 25% of the dyadlc 1nteractlons'dur1ng the

store-game baselin ’ posttest, and ‘near generallzatlon. ‘2hese -

"‘Jt

'recordlngs were used to evaluatlon observer rellablllty. The

M
store game teSts and tralnlng sessions was ceﬂducted-ln a .
b4 . . - . H

all tralnlng oom. —_ L . <
o= 10 o _,

Store game.v .The store game. basellne, message tralnlng,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

._posttesty and near generalization involved the use of a store

v

gﬁfE?l Figure lfprovides-aAdiagram of the p sitioﬁ of .the exp

“m

1menters, part1c1pants, and equlpment used in the store ' o
n L .
game. The store con51sts of a table (1.1 x 1. 6 m. ), an opaque

-

wooden bllnd (O 8 X l lm.), a storecounter w1th a pleXLglass : {f

front _and chalrs for the storekeeper and customer.

Object palrs. A pool of 12 object pairs were used and lnoluded




| Videocamera

-

- Experimenter 1
© ("Storekeeper”)

| Store

%-—G..O.Un.t“e“r“Aw‘mw“ gt et et | — - :‘_.A_.A - -
A} ’ ,‘. .
- S,
Table - o4
R
v ‘:
. (l . ° i
Participant— :
("Customer”) . - i \
) ) Figure 1. Store game setting and apparatus; ° e
v , . i '
l_(.l‘-' | ’ !
' y




’ the stimulus object and the object the student was to obtaln was e

__that was ‘used w1th the referent in. the store - ‘game basellne, com-’

.nonusable (eog., a broken cup) Each student was exposed to the
1same s1x dlstractors in the basellne and gbsttest phases.

" Prodedures . . e . . AN

~ phases in which each of the croups'partlcipated' The phases

®

hd v

items which . are functlonally assoc1ated and can be used to per-tﬁ
form a SpelelC act Wthh provrded a natural pay-off for each

A
studentk(e.g.,»a cup and a pﬁfcher of lemonade) The obpect

shown to the student at" the ‘beginning of each trlakﬂﬁaﬁ calledt,Tki

O"’

.. "
called the referent. The list of 12 Stlmulus-referént palrs '

is shd@n 1n Table 1. The object ‘pairs were counterbalanced

]
'

across partlclpants and training condltlons u51ng a randomly ar-:“‘

ranged lakln square orderlng to make the object pair a551gnments.;ci

Each of the object pa1rs was also a551gned a dlstractor 1?em””

L3

.

parlson tralnlng, posttest, and near enerallzatlonvphases.j Each
) \ g ;

dlstractor ‘was 1dent1ca1 to the referent but elther broken or

.4/
l

= "

’

Table‘2~indicates the actual sequence of the experimental[

r) L}

: re
included stimulus famlllarlzatlon, store qame basellne, flrst tra

*

ftoXthe'training room.and'seagﬁgﬂacross from the experlmenter..'

experimeniter thén. placed on

ing, second tralnlng, posttest, and near generallzatlon. The three
. A ' ‘h, ,' \_:
tra,nlng condltlons were comparlson-message, compar;son, and R

.
[y

Y '

e,

contact control. R o

o ry o e R
Stimulus fam{liarizationgphase,w,All students weremgivenv
., s \!/ i

the stlmulus famlllarlzatloq]pretest -\Eﬁch student was brought

Th

’

/

o
.

e stlmulus referent object palrs
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. - ' Table 1

Object pairs and distractors.

STIMULUS - , REFERENT . DISTRACTOR
puzzle puzzlé piece broken ?iece
hamburger ring - cheese p'iece, cheese withou’% - .
stack - . - » hole '
form bgard - circdle broken circle
cylinder - shape box "box without = = . U
- : S hole
. ot ; _ e
record player record broken record
blocks can ’ " broken can
A , . .
xylophone striker broken striker.
Y \d -
small stacker . ring broken ring ‘-
. ' . - *
paper crayon . _ -‘crayon cover

R G e :
broken spoon

plate with pudding spoon
pitcher cup ‘ " broken cup

pegboard Peg - broken peg




ALY

Table 2

Treatment phases.

/ -
PHASES
Stimulus Store Game First Second Near
Familiarization| Baseline Training |Training Posttest | Generalization
GROUPS
COMPARISON- 1 comparison {message ) 4
MESSAGE training training
- 0 n < n wn
i =) J &
COMPARISON g g stimulus comparison g s
) g 3 familiar~ |training g 3
o a izat}On . a 0
. = - stimuls s -
‘CONTROL - = = stimulus - [stimulus < 2
familiar- {familiar-
ization ization




in front of the studcnt and gaJe the rnstruction://"shew-me how

you use these." Testing on a pair was completed before the next

.pair was presented. To meet the response critericn, a student had

to respond correctly (es;g., attempt to pour the lemonade into the
) - .

cup) three consecutive times with each of the 12 pairs. A maximum
¢

-

of eight trials was allowed with each péir. Participants who
failed to meet the response criterion on one or more of the pairs

were ekcluded.

Store game baseline phase. All of the stugents participated

in the store game baseline. Each student participated as a

customer. The students were agaln brought to the tralnlng room

and 1nstructed to 51t in a chalr in front of the storecounter,

which was between the student and the storekeeper. "They were
told: "We would like you to work with us today. We are going to
work with a store game. Please try to work as hard as‘YOu can."
The student customer was then presented with a stimulus object

by the experimenter. The stimulus object was placed on the table,

on the side of the blind opposite the storecounter, out of view of ~

the Etorekeeper. "The refergnt and a distractor was placed on the

. v
storecounter by the storekeeper (a second experimenter). The

expdrimenter then instructed the student: "Get the one you use
with this."™ The studeat was expected to communicate which ifem
he/she wanted to the storekeeper using verbalizations and/or

. gestures. If the student requested one of the objects on the
' S
storecounter, it was 1mmed1ately glven to hlm/her by the store-

~--i . ._._keeper. The stimulus object was“also given to the student at this

-

\

N

O ‘ : . . | - \\\.\5 7
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o

time. When the student made a correct choice he/she was permitted
to use the object approprlately. If an incorrect choice was made
the student was allowed to examine the unpalred objects for 5
seconds. In either case, the objects were then removed and the
student was matter-of-factly thanked. When the student did not

make a request within 15 seconds of the presentation of the stimulus
object, the student was told: "Okay, let's try the next one.”
?hat'pair was removed and the next presented.

v ‘ Each student was presented with 6 of the 12 pairs; as deter-

mined by the latin square arrangement. These'paire were presented

in'randomly determineé,blocks of six. The baseline took place

during’ tws ‘seéssions, w1th T2=€ridls per-session. Baseline per-= 77T

,formance was determined by the number of correct communcations.
Total nunber and tvpe of communications were also noted during
bascline,

First training phase. "As shown in Table 2, depending oﬁ‘the

'?group, the students were next given either comparison training
.9

——eeeegregtimulus familiarization.-— - T e
Students in the comparison-message group were given compar-=
ison training. hey were brought to the tralnlng room and seated
acr:'ss the table from the experlmenter. The experlmenter placed
one of the“s{x stimulus objects used in the baseline on the table
in front of the student. (The storecounter was not used during
comparison training. ) The. referent and a distractor, highly
(7]

similar to the referent, were then placed on . the table dlrectly

behind the stimulus object. The experimenter then instructed. the

Q o 558 : ' :Q




"“afétfaéf5f”65ﬁé€f§%ﬁéfézﬁﬁTﬁﬁééd:éb“fﬁéf:ééﬁﬁxiﬁﬁéareﬁ*an_équal””

student: "Get the one ybu use with this."” The student was ex-
pectad to seloct the functionally pairéd item' (referent) and
pe?form the correct manipulation as in the store game baseline.
If{the student failed to make the correct choice, he/she was
stopped at the point where the error was first noticed. The
experimenter then initiated a‘correctisn procedure by saying:

"No, this (placing the student's hand on the referent) is used
with that (pointing to the stimulus)." .

| Three cqnsecutive correct choices and manipulations with each

of the, six pairs was requigéd to complete training. Each student

was given a maximum of 25 trials on each pair. Referent and

Y .

L4

number of times in each pasition. ’ ) \
During the first training phasé, the comparison group and the

: i . . . .
control group were given a repeated administration o6f the stimulus
i A ] - i ' -

~r

familiarization task. The amount cf time spent in stimulus .famil-

iarization was determined by the amount of tife needed by the

students-in-the-comparison-message group to reach criterion-i. .- -

comparison training. This matching egquated the groups on the
amount of exposure to the object pairs and the’ amount of interactior
* - e

witli the experimenters. , _
Y . . . oF
Second training phase. During the second tfaining phase the”

e

comparison-message group were given message training.” These

students were broqghﬁ to the training raom and seatec in front of

the storecounter, which was betweun thq_student and the store-

keeper. The students played the game as in the store game baseline,

59



with the exception that only the referent was placed on the

storecounter. If the student did not respond correctly within

10 seconds following the experimenter's insf€ruction ("Get the
- 1 .

-

one you“uee with this from the storekeeper."), he/she was provided
an explieft feedback cue by the storekeeper indicating that he/
she should clarify the message ("Which one do you want?“).-'If the
' student still did not respond correctly the experimenter modelled
the role of the customer using a verbal and a gesturi?.message
("That one," Whlle-pOLntlng at the referent). If the student
d;d not respond corfectly following the modelling prompt,/he/shev

was, physically prompted to provide a gestural message. . Physical

“prompts ranged from partlal Lrompts, to full phys1caI*prUmpts——1n“*~*‘*

whlcn tne arm of the stucﬁnt was gu1ded 1nto a p01nt1ng message.
~. When the student delivered a message the storekeeper and experl—
er praised that zehavior and gawe the selmulus and referent
to the student to manipulate. Training continued until -each

3 . . . . . .
student participated in three consecutive successful communications

with each pair or a mawlmum of 25 tr1als~per~paxr;~ P951tlen of
d

> the -eferent on the storecounter was randomly varied to prevent

-~

the student from developing a position.

+

+ During the secoﬁa'training phase . the comparisdﬁ*group was
. » .

-

~given comparison training as described previously. The .control
. P . ¢
gqroup continued in stimulus familiarization.

an . _ v ‘ :
Posttest. A posttest was then conducted for all groups.

. The students participated as in the store game baseline. The .

’,

. number of correct communications, total, and type of communications

. v R R . o .

EBJ(; ’ 7 | | L L . eG(): ' ‘. A TRMTNE o




. “cw

were rocorded.

Near generalization. This phase was conducted in the same

manner ass the pbsttest with the exception that untrained pairs

v

were used. These pairs were those used during the stimulus

familiarization but not used during training. Again, number of

T . . . " .
cerrect communications, total, and type Oof communication were
recorded. : : !
o
b e s b ey —_ . e ',_.,.._ et et '_._.*. -
4
e - -
’ . A ‘
! \
¢ \
L3 - ——— --’/
¢ .
v T -
l -
E
¢
Q .- - ‘ o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Results
Training of the students was accomplished in a relatively
brief period of time. Each student participated in approkimately

8 sessipns (range 6-12), including test sessions. Students

averaged 1.8 sessions per training condition (range 1-3 sessions).

Students given comparison training completed it in an average
of 1.6 sessions. Message training tookvan average of 3 sessions.
Each of these sessions lasted 15 to 20 minutes.

The students invelved in training were given an average of

28 trials per session (range 14-46 trials) Mean trials per

session for message training was 34 (range 18 42) and 25.8 for.

comparison training (range 14-46). The average number of ‘trials .

to criterion fe§\§ombarison training was 68. The average trlals
" to criterion for c%mparison training was 43. These results
inéicated that the procedures used were adeqguate in’teaching.
the two components of the comﬁunieation process under coneid—

‘eration.

The communication freqnency and dccutracy datafor the train-
ing crouns is presented in Figure 2. Students receiviné both
comparison and message tralnlng had the largest galns in com-
mun!cation accuracy following tralnlng. ThHese students also
had impressive increases in conmunlcatlon frequency., The:

students rece1v1ng'only comparlson training also made small

galns in accuracy of respondlng in the near generallzatlon

'phase. While they made 51zable galns 1n communlcatlon frequency,~"

-

fthelr performance did not 1mprove as much as the comparlson-'
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Figure 2.  Mean communlcatlon frequency and accuracy data for three
training conditions' (comparison-message, comparison, and control) 1n the
three testlng phases of the communlcatlon study. *




Message group. , Students in the contact control group changed
. . 4

very little from their baseliné performance. - g
Interrater reliability scores were highly acceptable (.'90-
.95) and fndicated that reliable communication-fesponses were

) obtained.




Discussion - - ‘

Based on the results of this investigation it can be con-

cluded thaﬁ the communicative competence of severely retarded

v
-

school children can be improved by tEachihg them twq critical

components of the communication event. In this case the communi=-

~

cation event was a store éame ﬁask‘apd the components taught-

were formulat}on of a message and co@pariné the referent to a
similar nanreferent. Students who wire taught both of these com-
ponents had the greatest gains in co unicative cémpétenge. How-
ever, all children trained had incre ses in commuﬁicative frequéhéy.

These gains were malntalned in a sto e game when new items were '

nsed wlthwthe_studentsd__Ihlsﬁlndlcates that they did not learn. . '

+——-'--~~obj@fspecﬁfﬁehaﬁorbﬁ—acmﬁﬁeaﬁeé—emns@emlwm
icative behaviors. | ' |
The ﬂﬁsb curious 51n ding was‘that the children who were
-taught both ﬂ&ssage formulq;ion and Eompafing»the referent and
a nonreferent, even though they weregable to perform the compariéon.
“MaCEQE?telz! communicated with only Q#vpercent accuracy. While
this is consistent with the results %f céggunicatien traihing_‘

studies with nonretarded young cbild%en (Asher g}Wigfield, 1981), .-

the reason for this relativelyvpoor performance is not clear. -

\be that the children are not sure when to use their L.
comparison ‘skills (Whitehurst &‘Sonﬁ?nscheih, 1981). It might
. be that they axe not famlllar.w1th having to rely on their own

éommunicatiVefcompetenCe to obtain what. they want, since they

are frequently placed in ’‘situations where all of}tﬁeir,néeds are

¢ LN _ . .
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satisfied without the nced for them to communicate (Bray et al,,
In press).
. On a theoretical levei, this study provided information
_concering the components of the communiiation event which affecg
one's ability to become an effective communicator. It also
raised questions regarding the limited use of known é;mparison
skills when severely retarded children attempﬁwto communicate. ¢
On a practical level, this projeqt provided suggestions
regarding how the classroom teacher might structure interactiéns
with mentally retarded students and how the features of a
spécial classroom‘might be arranged to develop and ehhance

+

communication skills, For example, by{fgigg_incidentalmteaching

and tha.dslay fcﬂﬁnique-emp&eyed;be%h~éa;this—s%ﬂdy*an&*by“ﬁaiiE‘

\QS al. (1981). More specifically, this study pYrovided a model

[
©

for

{

skills to the severely mentally retarded.
‘

veloping metheds znd technigues for teaching communicatizn

e

A .




tration abilities in children.
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